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know him. I know his wife Landra. I
know the family he is so proud of. I
told him I was going to come to the
Senate to speak for a few minutes
about this issue. I said: HARRY, do you
mind if I talk about your religious be-
lief, since you are the Democratic lead-
er? He said: I never talk about religion.
To me, it is a personal and private
matter; have you ever heard me bring
up the issue of religion? And I said:
Never, in any of the time I have known
you. But, he said, you can say this: You
can say that HARRY REID said, I am a
person of religious conviction. It guides
my life.

So those on the side of the filibuster
against 10 nominees out of 215—many
come to this debate on a personal basis
with religious conviction and religious
beliefs. We are not in the business of
discriminating against anyone for their
religious belief. I will fight for a person
to have their protection under our Bill
of Rights to believe what they want to
believe, that our Government will not
impose religious beliefs on anyone.
That freedom, that right, is sacred and
needs to be protected. What we find,
unfortunately, is that those who are
staging this rally have decided to make
the issue of the filibuster a religious
issue. It is not and never should be.

Americans value religious tolerance
and respect. Those who would use reli-
gion to stir up partisanship or political
anger do a great disservice to this
country and to this Constitution. We
need to be mindful of our responsibil-
ities now more than ever.

Witness what has occurred in Amer-
ica in the last several weeks. The con-
tentious national debate over the trag-
ic story of Terri Schiavo, a woman who
survived for 15 years, and after numer-
ous court appeals involving statements
by her husband as to her intentions,
statements by her parents as to their
beliefs and values, the courts ruled in
Florida that ultimately her decision to
not have extraordinary means to pro-
long her life would be respected. There
were those in the House of Representa-
tives, Congressman ToM DELAY of
Texas and others, who would not ac-
cept the decision of the Florida courts.
They wanted special legislation to give
others, including those who were not
members of her family, the right to go
to court and to fight the family’s wish-
es, to fight her husband’s wishes, to
fight the Florida court decisions.

That matter came to the Senate.
What we did here was the more respon-
sible course of action. We said, yes, in
this particular case they may appeal
the Florida court decisions on the
Schiavo matter to the Federal courts
so long as the person who initiates the
appeal is a person in interest, a mem-
ber of her family, someone who has her
best interests in mind, and ultimately
the Federal court will decide whether
it should be reviewed. That ultimately
was enacted, and in a matter of 7 days
the Federal courts, from the lowest
court to the highest court, said it has
been decided; we are not going to inter-
vene.
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What happened after that with the
Schiavo case? Congressman DELAY and
many others from organizations said:
That’s it, you cannot trust the Federal
Judiciary. We have to impeach the
judges who reach these decisions. They
have decided that the independence of
the judiciary needs to be attacked by
our branch of government.

Is that new? Of course it is not. Many
are unhappy with decisions involving
Federal courts from time to time. But
to call for the impeachment of Federal
judges—and some have suggested even
worse—crosses that line.

Those who are holding some of these
rallies have suggested—and I am read-
ing directly from the Family Research
Council release of April 15. Let me read
the entire first paragraph, in fairness.

This is from the Family Research
Council:

A day of decision is upon us. Whether it
was the legalization of abortion, the banning
of school prayer, the expulsion of the 10
Commandments from public spaces, or the
starvation of Terri Schiavo, decisions by the
courts have not only changed our nation’s
course, but even led to the taking of human
lives. As the liberal, anti-Christian dogma of
the left has been repudiated in almost every
recent election, the courts have become the
last great bastion for liberalism.

They go on to say:

We must stop this unprecedented filibuster
of people of faith.

They call on people to join them on
Sunday, April 24, for their so-called
Justice Sunday. It is reported in news-
papers today that the majority leader
of the Senate will be among those at
their gathering. I do not dispute Sen-
ator FRIST’s right to speak his mind. I
will fight for his right for free speech
and for those who have written this
publication. But I ask Americans to
step back for a moment and ask, Is this
what you want? Do you want to have a
Federal judiciary and a Congress that
intervenes in the most private aspects
of your life and the life of your family?
Do you believe, as most do in America,
that we want to be left alone when it
comes to our Government, that we
want to face these critical life-and-
death decisions as a family, under-
standing the wishes of the person in-
volved, praying for the right way to go,
but making the ultimate choice in that
hospital room, not in a courtroom?

Make no mistake, these decisions are
made time and time again every day,
hundreds of times, maybe thousands of
times. Doctors, family members, min-
isters, and others, gather in the quiet
of a hospital corridor and have to an-
swer the most basic questions.

It has happened in my family. It has
happened in most.

The first thing we ask is, What would
my brother want? What would my
mother want? It is a private, personal,
and family decision. But some believe
it should not be. They believe anyone
should be able to go to court to over-
turn that family decision and to inject
themselves into the most intimate de-
cisions of our personal lives. Sadly,
that is what part of this debate has dis-
integrated to.
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Let me close by saying this. I see my
colleague and friend Senator BYRD has
come to the floor. I do not need to ask
him, I can guarantee you, without fear
of contradiction, that in his suit pock-
et he carries the U.S. Constitution.
There is no Member of the Congress,
certainly no Member of the Senate,
who honors this document more every
day that he serves. And it has been my
privilege and high honor to serve with
him.

I think he understands, as we do,
that this nuclear option is a full-scale
assault on our Constitution. It is an as-
sault on the checks and balances which
make America different, the checks
and balances in our Government which
have led to the survival of this Nation
for over two centuries.

This nuclear option, sadly, is an at-
tempt to break the rules of the Senate
in order to change the rules of the Sen-
ate so this President and his majority
party can have any judicial nominee
they want. And, sadly, if they prevail,
it will make it easier for them to ap-
point judges to the bench who are not
in touch with the ordinary lives of the
American people, who are not mod-
erate and balanced in their approach,
but, sadly, go too far.

This is not an issue of religion. I can-
not tell you the religious beliefs of any
of the 10 nominees we have filibustered.
By the Constitution, and by law, we
cannot even ask that question, nor
would I. But it is fair to ask those men
and women, as we have, whether they
will follow this Constitution, whether
they will set out to make law or re-
spect law, whether they will honor the
rights and freedoms of the American
people. In 10 cases out of 215, it has
been the decision of at least 41 Mem-
bers of the Senate or more that the
nominees did not meet that test.

We need to work together to respect
the rights of the American people and
to respect the Constitution which we
have sworn to uphold and defend.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SUNUNU). The Senator from West Vir-
ginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

Mr. President, I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois, Mr. DUR-
BIN, for his kind and overly charitable
comments concerning me.

——

AgJOBS AMNESTY

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, today, I
oppose the AgJOBS amnesty. I oppose
it. I oppose it unequivocally. I oppose
it absolutely.

The Senate has already heard a great
number of euphemisms about the
AgJOBS bill, but let’s be clear from the
start about what we are discussing.
AgJOBS is an amnesty for 3 million il-
legal aliens. It is amnesty for aliens
employed unlawfully in the agricul-
tural sector, and it is amnesty for the
businesses that hire and exploit them
as cheap labor.



